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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The outstanding Office Action rejects claims 1-8 on various grounds over three applied 
references. Claim 1 is amended to further clarify certain subject matter regarded as the 
invention. Claims 1-8 are now pending in this ^plication. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by both 
Meirhofar (USPN 3,494,458 hereinafter "Meirhofen and Suieri et txL (USPN 4.493,433 
hereinafter "Siderf') 

The claimed invention is distincstly different ftoro the cited combination of references in 
several ways. Meirhofer requires closures 24 to prevent resealing. Sideri requires walls 
surrounding pins to prevent the introduction of a tool used to reseal the apparatus. Neither of 
these means are discussed or otherwise disclosed in the present Specification. Accordingly, the 
cited art fails to teach "a resealing prevention means that prevents each housing area from being 
resealed by the cover umt'». When such "means" is read in light of the specification it is clear 
thatthe cited art is insufficientto sustain ananticipation type rejection under §102. Claim 1 does 
not require dosuies 24 as does Meirhofer nor does Claim 1 require a tool as does Sidieri. 
Accordingly, the cited art has foiled to establish a prima facie case for anticipation. Thus, 
appUcants submit that tbe dted art feils to teach all claim elements and therefore is insufficient to 
establish a r^ection under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Therefore, the appUcants respectfully request that 
this ground of rejection be withdrawn as the Claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom 
(Claims 2-8). 

The above dependent claims overcome the cited art for reasons independent of those 
provided for Claim 1, however, due to the sufficiency of the arguments as presently made, no 
further discussions are needed at this time. 
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Conclusion : 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
claimed invention as presently presented is patentable over the art of record and that this case is 
now in condition for allowance. 

Accordingly, the applicants request withdrawal of all pending rejections and request 
reconsideration of the pending application and prompt passage to issuance. As an aside, liie 
applicants clarify that any lack of response to any of the issues raised by the Examiner is not an 
admission by the applicant as to the accuracy of the Examiner's assertions with respect to such 
issues. Accordingly, applicant's specifically reserve the ri^t to respond to such issues at a later 
time during the prosecution of the present application, should such a need arise. 

As always, the Examiner is cordially invited to telephone the applicants representative to 
discuss any matters pertaining to this case. Should the Examiner wish to contact the undersigned 
for any reason, the telephone numbers set out below can be used. 

Additionally, if any fees are due in connection with the filii^ of this Amendment, the 
Commissioner is authorized to deduct such fees from the undersigned's Deposit Account No. 50- 
0388 (Order No. MES1P083). 



Respectfully submitted. 



BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 




Francis T. Kalinski n 
Registration No. 44,177 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
Telephone: (650)961-8300 
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